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M ate preferences, typically by females for males with particular traits, are widely documented (Andersson 1994) . How females gain information about potential mates and what benefits they receive from choosing particular males as mates remain unresolved issues, despite a wide array of hypotheses (e.g. Kirkpatrick & Ryan 1991) and considerable empirical study (e.g. Andersson 1994 ). Because such preferences can have major effects on the patterns of selection (e.g. Arnold 1983), the process of evolution, and even speciation (e.g. West-Eberhard 1983), understanding ecological and evolutionary forces that affect preferences continues to be critical for explaining the diversity of organismal traits.
Mate preferences can be variable between and within populations (Andersson 1994; Jennions & Petrie 1997) . Explanations for this variation usually assume that preferences remain fixed throughout the lifetime of the organism and result from strong genetic influences (e.g. Kirkpatrick & Ryan 1991) . Recent reviews, however, have highlighted evidence of substantial flexibility in mate preferences (Jennions & Petrie 1997) , and increasing attention is being given to social influences on mate choice (or nonindependent mate choice: e.g. Gibson & Höglund 1992; Pruett-Jones 1992; Dugatkin 1996a; Ryan 1997) . Indeed, results from some empirical studies and models suggest that nonindependent mate choice can be an important source of variability in mating patterns, causing a decrease (Gibson et al. 1991) or increase (Wade & Pruett-Jones 1990; Kirkpatrick & Dugatkin 1994) in the strength of sexual selection on male traits. Different mechanisms of nonindependent choice could have different consequences for sexual selection. Alternative mechanisms may be prevalent in nature and worthy of empirical study, but have been largely unexplored.
Studies of nonindependent mate choice have focused nearly exclusively on mate choice copying, in which mate choice of a particular male by one female causes an increased preference for that same male in another female (Gibson & Höglund 1992; Pruett-Jones 1992; Dugatkin 1992 Dugatkin , 1996a Brooks 1998) . The study of this phenomenon has been controversial. Disagreement exists over which types of cues suitably reflect a female's matechoice decision (e.g. Pruett-Jones 1992; Jamieson 1995; Dugatkin 1996a; Kraak 1996) and whether some benefits (e.g. increased egg survival) of choosing the same male as another female preclude copying (Jamieson 1995; Kraak 1996; Brooks 1998) . Experimental designs used to demonstrate copying differ (e.g. Dugatkin 1992; Grant & Green 1996; Lafleur et al. 1997; Galef & White 1998) , possibly producing differences in social effects on preferences where none exists. Such experiments have also ignored other ways females might influence the choices of other females.
